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TO 


Dr. PRIESTLEY's 
REMARKS, Oe. 


R. Prieſtley having publiſhed, in a 

very angry Pamphlet, his Remarks 
on ſome Paragraphs m the fourth Volume of 
my Commentaries, I find myſelf called up- 
on to take ſome Notice of a Performance, 


to which an Author, of Reputation in the 


literary World, has very * ſubſcribed 
his Name. 
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The Method, which I have hitherto 
obſerved, with regard to the numerous 
Strictures which my Commentaries have 
excited, has been to neglect them intirely, 
if I thought them miſtaken or trifling : 
But, if founded in Juſtice, from whatever 
Quarter they came, I have availed myſelf 
of the Truths they imparted, and have 
endeavoured to correct my own Miſtakes 
in ſome ſubſequent Impreſſion of the 
Book: So true is Dr. Prigſtley's Obſerva- 
tion*, that I have no Objection to 
% making Alterations in the new Editions 
„of my Works.” For I have always 
thought it more honourable to retract, 
than to perſevere in an Error ; and have 
neither Leiſure, Inclination, nor Ability, 
to dip myſelf in Controverſy of any Kind, 
much leſs Theological Controverſy, But 
- I have departed this once from my uſual 
| Rule, 


— 
— 
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Rule, not with an Intention to enter in- 
to perſonal Altercation with Dr. Prieſtley, 
(in which I am by no means a Match for 
him) but principally to explain my own 
Sentiments with reſpect to religious Liber- 
ty, which that Gentleman hath taken an 
Handle very greatly to miſ-repreſent. 


Before I deſcend to Particulars, I muſt 
firſt of all correct a Miſtake, which Dr. 
Priefiley ſeems to have fallen into*, by 
fancying that the offenſive Paſſages in 
my Book were per/onally levelled at Him. 
Let me aſſure him, that they were writ- 
ten above fifteen Years ago, before (I 
believe) he had ever appeared as an Au- 
thor : And let me add, that, till his pre- 
ſent Remarks, I never read any of his 
Productions, excepting his Hiſtory of 
Electricity; from whence I conceived a 
very favourable Impreſſion of his Talents, 

as 


d Page 9, 10, 56, Cc. 


„ 
as 4 candid and ingenious Writer, How 
greatly my Opinion, with reſpe& to the 
firſt of thoſe Qualities, has been altered 
by his late Publication, I leave to himſelf 
to imagine. 


He ſuppoſes me, throughout his Per- 
formance, to be a bigotted High-Church- 
Man, and of a perſecuting Spirit in 
Matters of religious Differences: and, 
to ſupport the Opinion, which he has thus 
unaccountably taken up, he obſerves *, 
that I quote with Approbation the Sta- 
tute of K ing William againſt Arians, and 
ſtrongly intimates, that I wiſh for a Re- 
vival of the penal Laws againſt the Diſ- 


ſenters. 


To the firſt Charge I anſwer, that I 
have barely recited that Statute, without 
either approving or diſapproving it. To 

| _ refute 
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refute the ſecond, I need only refer to 
the very Pages from whence this Author 
has cited the Paragraph, with which he 
is principally diſpleaſed, The Reader 
will there find it laid down, „ that our 
« Anceſtors were certainly miſtaken in 
* their Plans of Compulſion and Into- 
% lerance :—that the Sin of Schiſm, as 
„ ſuch, is by no Means the Object of 
* temporal Coercion and Puniſhment : 
« —that if Men quarrel with the eccleſi- 
« aſtical Eſtabliſhment, the civil Ma- 
„ giſtrate has nothing to do with it, un- 
« leſs their Tenets and Practice are ſuch 
* as threaten Ruin or Diſturbance to the 
State: that all Perſecution for Diver- 
« ſity of Opinions is contrary to every 
« Principle of ſound Policy and civil 
% Freedom ; — that, in particular, the 
« Laws of Queen Elizabeth and King 
& Charles II, againſt the Diſſenters, were 

| « ſuch 


4 Comm. p. 52, 53. 
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« ſuch as I ſhould not undertake to juſ- 
e tify and that the ſubſequent Indul- 
« gence ſhewn by the Toleration- act 
« aroſe from a Spirit of true Magnanimity 
« in the Legiſlature.” 


I have indeed, illuſtrated this Doctrine 
with a few hiſtorical Remarks, to ſhew 
the Motives of originally enacting thoſe 
penal Laws, which are now ſuſpended by 
the Toleration-Act, and in which I have 
declared that our Anceſtors were certainly 
miſtaken. I have deduced them from the 
turbulent Diſpoſition which the Diſſenters 
had ſhewn in former Times; and which I 
believe no moderate Diſſenter will deny to 
have formerly exiſted among many of the 
Separation, though perhaps he may think 
it was excited by the Haughtineſs and Ri- 
gour of the Churchmen. I have faid, that 
both Papiſts and Proteſtant Diſſenters were 
eſteemed by the Laws enacted ſince the Re- 
formation (not that I af preſent efteem them) 


= 


19 1 
to ud through a miſtaken. or petverſe 
Zeal; that they were ſuppoſed (not that I © 


 Fuppoſe them) to be equally Schiſmatics, 


&c. as in the Paſſage cited by Dr. Prieft- 
fey *. And then follow theſe Words, Yet 
« certainly our Anceſtors were miſtaken 
* in their Plans of Compulſion and Into- 
* lerance ;” together with the reſt of the 
Sentiments, which I have juſt now quoted, 
and which alone were intended to be de- 
livered as my own Opinion. But Dr- 
Frigtiq hath attributed to me the Adop- 
tion of thoſe Principles, which I only 
meant to mention hiſtorically, as the Cauſes 
of the Laws which 1 condemn. 


I ſhall own very frankly; that (on re- 
viewing this Paſſage) I am convinced, 
that it is ſomewhat incorrect and con- 
fuſed ;: and might lead a willing Critic to 
conclude, that a general Reflection was 


B | intended 
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intended on the Spirit, the Doctrines, 
and the Practice of the Body of our modern 
Diſſenters. A Reflection which I totally 
diſapprove : being perſuaded, that by far 
khe greater Part of thoſe, who have now 
the Misfortune to differ from-us in their 
Notions of eccleſiaſtical Government and 
public Worſhip, have notwithſtanding a 
proper and decent Reſpect for the Church 
eſtabliſhed by Law ; deteſt all ontrageous 
Attacks on its Miniſters, Liturgy, and Doc- 
_ trines; and are zealous in ſupporting thoſe 
two great Objects of every good Citizen's 

Care, and which are not ſo incompatible 
as ſome Perſons ſeem to imagine, the ci- 
vi! Liberties and the Peace of their Coun- 
try. And fo far am I from wiſhing to 
perpetuate or widen our unhappy Diffe- 
rences, that I ſhall make it my Care, in 
every ſubſequent Edition of this Volume, 
ſo to rectify the Clauſe in queſtion, as to 
render it more expreſſive of that Meaning 
which I here avow ; and which, if read 
with 
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with a due Degree of Candour, might be- 
fore have been eaſily diſcerned. 


But, after having made this Sacrifice 


to the Spirit of Truth and Moderation, I 
I muſt beg Leave to inform Dr. Priefiley, 
ſince it ſeems he is yet to learn it,, that 
Nonconformity is ſtill a Crime by the Laws 
of England, and has heavy Penalties an- 
nexed to it, notwithſtanding the Act of 
Toleration, (nay, expreſsly reſerved by that 
Act ::) in all ſuch as do not comply with 


the Conditions thereby enjoined. In caſe 


the Legiſlature. had intended to aboliſh 
both the Crime and the Penalty, it would 
at once have repealed all the penal Laws 
enacted againſt. Nonconformiſts, But it 
keeps them expreſsly in Force againſt all 
Papiſts, Oppugners of. the Trinity, and 
Perſons of no Religion at all: and only 
exempts from their Rigour ſuch ſerious, 

Ba - ſober- 
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ſober. minded Diſſenters, as ſhall have taken 
the Oaths, and ſubſcribed the Declara- 
tion at the Seſſions, and ſhall regularly re- 
pair to ſome licenſed Place of religious 
Worſhip. But, though theſe Statutes ob- 
lige me to conſider N onconformity as a 
Breach of the Law, yet (notwithſtanding 
Dr. Prieſtley's Strictures) I ſhall ſtill con- 
tinue to think, that Reviling the Ordinances 
of the Church is a Crime of a much groſſer 
Nature than the other of mere Noncon- | 


Jormiy. 


a Far be it Som me to with any Reſtraint 
to be laid on rational and diſpaſſionate 
Enquiries into the Rectitude and Propriety 
of our national Mode of Worſhip. What 
I have cenſured (and indeed not I, but 
the Law) is not, as Dr. Prieſtley moſt un- 
warrantably ſuppoſes *, the thinking diffe- 
rent from the Church of England; hut 


185 ; the 
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apply theſe Characters to the Body of our 


( 13 ] 
the treating it with Contempt and Rudeneſs, 
the inveighing with Bitterneſs againſt the 
Engliſb Liturgy, and the virulent Decla- 
mations of peeviſh or | opinionated Men, in 
Oppoſition to the eccleſiaſtical Eſtabliſn- 
ment. If Dr. Prieſtley is guilty of theſe 


Practices (though, whether he is ſo or not, 


I profeſs myſelf intirely ignorant, unleſs 
from his preſent Publication) he falls with- 
in the Danger of the Laws ; if otherwiſe, 
he is totally unconcerned in the Cenſure. 


But why, let me aſk, does Dr. Prigſtley 


preſent. Diſſenters? I have not applied 
them to any, but a few of their Anceſtors 
in the Infancy of our preſent Eſtabliſhment, 
and to ſuch modern Writers of all Deno- 
minations (not confining them to Protef- 
tant Diſſenters) as have trodden too cloſe- 
ly in their Steps, If I were weak enough 
to apply them in general to the Diſſenters 
of the preſent Times, and if he were har- 


„47 


( 14 ] 


.dy TY to deny the indecent Behaviour 


of ſome antient polemical Puritans, we 
ſhould both of us offend againſt the Truth. 
He will not, I am perſuaded, maintain, 
that all Proteſtant Diſſenters are virulent 


Declaimers againſt the Liturgy ; or that 
none will fall under that Deſcription but 


Proteſtant Diſſenters only. I have men- 
tioned the Papiſts as guilty of the very 
ſame Practice: I may alſo add the Infidels 
and Deiſts. The mentioning theſe Op- 
polites together, and involving them in 


one and the ſame Cenſure, for one and the 


ſame Offence, has greatly offended Dr. 
Prieſtley .. But, if Men of better Prin- 
ciples will be found in bad Company up- 
on ſuch an Occaſion, the I.aw makes no 


Diſtinction of Perſons. It indulges them 


with full Liberty of Conſcience in every 
other Inſtance, but that of railing at the 
national Eſtabliſhment. And I ſhould 

| think 


I 


think the ſame Practice would be equally 
unjuſtifiable, if directed againſt the Preſ- 
byterian Church of Scotland, by any Epiſ- 
copalian there: both Churches, ſince the 
Union, deriving from the Law of the 
Land an equal Claim to Protection and 
| Perperual * 


Dr. Prieſtley ſeems aſtoniſhed , , that I 
can poſſibly conſider (as I corvinly have 
done) any Alteration in the Conſtitution of 
the Churches of England or Scotland, or in 
the Liturgy of the former, as an Infringe- 
ment of the fundamental and eſſential Con- 

ditions of the Briti/h Union. If this Doc- 
trine be new. to the Reader as well as to 
Dr. Prie/tley, let me only recommend to 

his Peruſal the Statute 5 Ann. c. 5. which, 
in order that the Doctrine, Worſhip, 
« Diſcipline, and Government of the 
00 Church of England may be effectually 
| « and 
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10 and unalterably ſecured,” confirms and 
perpetuates all Acts then in force for its 
Eſtabliſhment; particularly the Acts of 
Vniformity, of which the Book of Com- 
mon- prayer is a Part ;—enjoins an Oath 
to be taken by every Sovereign at his Co- 
ronation, for preſerving inviolably the ſaid 
Doctrine, Worſhip, Diſcipline, and Go- 
vernment ;—and declares that the ſaid Act 
ſhall for ever be holden and adjudged a 
fundamental and eſſential Part of any Trea« 
ty of Union with Scotland, ſhall be inſert- 
ed at length in any Act of Parliament, that 


ſhall ratify ſuch Treaty of Union, and be 


therein declared an eſſential and funda« 
mental Part thereof. Let him conſult 
a ſimilar Act of the Scotch Parliament, 


whereby the like Precautions are taken 
for ſecuring the Preſbyterian Church- 
Government and Diſcipline in that 


Kingdom, with the Form and Purity 
« of Worſhip preſently in Uſe within the 


*« ſame,” Let him then peruſe the Statute 
5 Ann. 


1 
5 Am. c. 8. which ratifies the Articles of 


Union, and declares thoſe two Acts to be 
Jundamental and effential Conditions thereof. 


And, when he has done this, let him judge 
for himſelf, whether any Alterations in the 
Conſtitution or Liturgy of the Church of 
England, would or would not be Infringe- 
ments of thoſe fundamental Conditions : 
or whether, according to Dr. Prieſtley *, the 
Articles of Union only «© ſeem to confirm 
« the different Eſtabliſhments of England 
« and Scotland as they then ſtood, with 
« Liberty to make any Improvements in 
te their reſpective Conſtitutions, if they 
e themſelves, ſeparately taken, ſhould think 
* proper.” Indeed, without diſſolving the 
Union, I do not ſee, how the Senſe of ei- 
ther Nation could now be /eparately taten; 
how the Scots Peers or Commoners could 
be prevented from voting either for or 
again the Repeal of the Acts of Unifor- 

C mity, 
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mity, in caſe it were moved in either 
Houſe; or how, without ſuſpending the 
Parliament of Great Britain, Dr. Prieſtley 
would now procure * an Act of the Eng- 
iſh Parliament, for reforming the 2 
of England 


And, however new or ſurpriſing my 
Conſtruction of this national Treaty may 
appear to Dr. Prieſtley, it is certainly con- 
ſonant to the Ideas entertained by both Na- 
tions at the Time of the Union; who ima- 
gined that they had obtained the moſt ſo- 
lemn and ſacred Security that human Po- 
lity could poſſibly give, that the Govern- 
ment and Mode of Worſhip of their re- 
ſpective Churches ſhould for ever remain 
inviolable. For which I may appeal to the 
Teſtimony not only of Biſhop Burner, the 
Hiſtorian of thoſe Times, and a very ac- 
tive Inſtrument in promoting the Progreſs 


of 


— 
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of the Union, but alſo of the late Duke of 
Argyle and Lord Chancellor Cowper, two 


of the Commiſſioners who negotiated that 
Important Treaty. 


The Biſhop gives the following Account 
of the Oppoſition that was raiſed in Scot- 
land, by thoſe who wiſhed ill to that Mea» 
ſure *®. They inſiſted moſt vehemently 
* on the Danger that the Conſtitution of 
te the Church would be in, when all ſhould 
te be under the Power of a Britiſh Parlia- 
ment. —To allay this Heat, an Act was 
« prepared for ſecuring the Preſbyterian 
Government; by which it was declared 
c to. be the only Government of that 
« Church, una/terable in all ſucceeding Times; 
and the maintaining of it was declared 
*« to be a fundamental and eſſential Arti- 
« cle and Condition of the Union: And 
« this Act was to be made a Part of the 

C3 « Act 
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« Act for the Union, &c,—— By this 


Means the Act was carried as far as any 
« human Law could go for their Security, 
« For by this they had not only all the Se- 
e curity that their own Parliament could 
« give them, but they were to have the 
0 Faith and Authority of the Parliament 
« of England; it being, in the Stipulation, 
5 made an gfential Condition of . U- 
6 nion.“ 


He afterwards gives the Hiſtory of the 
Riſe and Progreſs of the Engliſb Act of Par- 
liament; and concludes with exactly the 
ſame Sentiments (with reſpect to the Power 
of Alteration, which muſt nevertheleſs ſtill 
reſide in the ſupreme Legiſlature of the u- 
nited Kingdoms) as I have borrowed and 
adopted from the Biſhop of Glacgſter; and 
for which his Lordſhip is pronounced by Dr. 
* to be as weak a Quibbler as my- 

ſelf. 
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ſelf. The Archiſhop of Canterbury” (ſays 
Dr. Burnet *) moved that a Bill might 
« be brought in for ſecuring the Church of 
« England. By it all Acts paſſed in favour 
&« of our Church were declared to be in 
« full Force for ever; and this was made 
« a fundamental and eſſential Part of the 
« Union. Same Exceptions were taken 
to the Words of the Bill, as not ſo ſtrong 
« as the Act paſſed in Scotland ſeemed to 
« be, ſince the Government of it was not 
« declared unalterable. But they were 
« judged more proper; ſince, where a 
e ſupreme Legiſlature is once acknow- 
« leged, nothing can be unalterabie. 


The Opinions of the other two noble 
Lords were publickly declared in the De- 
bates on the Statute 5 Geo. I. c. 4. as they 
may be found in the periodical Pamphlets 
of the Times, and as they are ſince col- 

lected 


? Burnet, ibid. 463. 
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jected in Volumes . As that Bill was 
originally conſtructed, it contained not 
only a Repeal of the Acts againſt occa- 
fronal Conformity and Schiſm, which had 
been enacted fince the Union, but alſo of 
ſome Clauſes. in the 7% and Corporation 
Acts, which were confirmed and perpe- 
tuated by that Treaty. In the Debates 
during the Progreſs of that Bill, the late 
Duke of Argyle (at that Time Earl of Lay) 
faid : that every Body knew he was edu- 
« cated in a different Way from the Church 
« of England: but nevertheleſs he could 
«not but be againſt this Bill; becauſe, in 
« his Opinion, it broke the Pa&#a Conven- 
eta of the Treaty of Union, by which the 
« Bounds both of the Church of England 
« and of the Church of Scotland were fixed 
« and ſettled: And his Lordſhip was ap- 
_ «« prehenſive, that if the Articles of the 


« Union were broke with reſpect to one 
&« Church, 


— 


1 Hiſtorical Regiſter, 4. D. 1719. pag. 57, 58. Tim- 
berland's Debates of the Houſe of Lords, ni. 99. 101. 110. 
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« Church, it might afterwards be a Pre- 
* cedent to break them with reſpe& to 
« the other.” 


= 


Lord Cowper had ſaid juſt before, that 
« though he had always a tender Regard 
« for the Diſſenters, yet he could not hut 
« oppoſe that Part of the Bill then before 
« the Houſe, whereby Part of the Ti and 
« Corporation Acts were effectually repeal - 
te ed with relation to Diſſenters; becauſe 
he looked upon thoſe Acts as the main 
© Bukvarks of our excellent Conſtitution 
« in Church and State, and therefore to 
&« be inviolably preſerved.” And, upon 
the Reaſons thus offered in this Debate, it 
was agreed to leave out all the Clauſes that 
affected the Laws ratified by the Union; 
and to paſs the Act as it now ſtands, con- 
taining merely a Repeal of the two Sta- 
tutes of Queen Arne againſt Schiſin and 
occafional Conformity, and a Proviſion that 
no 
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no Magiſtrate ſhould appear with the En- 
ſigns of his Office at a Mecting-houſe. 


After this hiſtorical Dedudtion, and con- 
temporary Expoſition of theſe Laws, 1 
think it is not altogether certain, that ei- 
ther Nation would fully acquieſce in Dr. 
Prieftley's Conſtruction of the Treaty of 
Union: And, if they ſhould not, the re- 
ſoinding of any Part of its fundamental 
and eſſential Conditions would be very un- 


adviſable and dangerous. Indeed I have al- 
lowed that the Power of new-modelling 


the Churches both of England and Scot- 


land (however dangerous its Exertion might 
be) ſtill reſides in the Parliament of Great 
Britain ; and have conceded that, in caſe 
the Service of the Church of England be 
manifeſtly impisus or ſhockingly abſurd, all 
Dangers ſhould be encountered to reform 
it. Dr. Prigſtley very roundly aſſerts", that 

8811900 


— . 


Page 7, 26. 


| appeared, they have ariſen from Miltake, | 
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it is gl impiour, is ſhockingly abfard, 


nay, that it is even idalatrous. Here then 
we meet upon fair Ground. Let its Lola 


try, Impiety, or ſhocking Abſurdity be proved 


to the Satisfaction of the Legiſlature ; and 


my political Objections are at an End. But, 


till that can be done, I ſhall continue to 


think it too hazardous, to move fo mo- 
mentous a Queſtion as the Stability of the 
Britiſh Union, for the Sake of ſome fan- 
cied Improvements in, Matters either tri- 
vial or indifferent. And, conſidering the 


Subj ect in this Light, any bitter Tnvettroe, | 


or wirulent Declamatzon ,againſt the Mode 
of our national Worſhip, is at leaſt una- 
vailing, and can anfigr no laudable End. 
Per erhaps it was going too far to _fay it 
could be calculated for none. Lam willing 
to hope, that whenever ſuch Things have 


or Ignorance, or from the Overflowings 
of a 9 Zeal, but not regulated 


according to Knowlege. 


* 
3 
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With Regard to the Want of logical and 
hiſtorical 'Knowlege which Dr. Priz/ttey 
has diſcoveted in the Commentaries,” and his 
perſonal Reflections on the Author's poli- 
tical Connections , 1 "ſhall leave him in 
full Poſſeffion of them: remarking only, 
that this is not an Age in Which a Man 
who thinks for himſelf, and who endea- 
vours ta think with Moderation, can ex- 
pett to meet with Quarter from any Side, 
amid the Rage of contending Parties. If, 
in a Matter of mere Hiſtory and Specula- 
tion, he candemns the Conduct of the elder 
Charles, but difapproves of the tragical Ex- 
tremes to which his Opponents proceeded, 
he is a Friend to Popery and arbitrary Pow 
et; whatever Proofs to the contrary may a- 
bound in the reſt of his Writings. If, after 
a ; Concurrence of many Years together in 
mbſt. of their Fag. 12150 he dif- 
. ir fers 


* * , 
" . , v & - ” 

147 11 hh * ff >» , 4 : } * 7 130 * 0 
% _ * - 
— — — — 

, — 
* - 
* : / . 


page 2 and 60. 


1 


| fers from his Friends in one great con- 


Ritutignal Point, in conſequence of the 
moſt diligeũt Enquiry and mature Reflee- 
with, and 1p9f/eſſes the Confidence of a Mi- 
niſtry, to which he has ſcarce.the Honour 
to be known, and from which he holds 
himſelf totally detached. If he argues for 
Toleration and Indulgence to Diſſenters of 


every Denomination, but cenſures with 


ſome Warmth all indecent Attacks upon 
the Eſtabliſnment, he commences a Bigot 
and a Perſecutor. In this Temper of the 
Times, I am ſenſible that all Apologies are 
idle, and all Vindications uſeleſs, Vet I 


thought ĩt a Duty to myſelf thus publick - 


ly to declare, that my Notions, in reſpect 
to religious Indulgence, are not quite fo 
intolerant-as.Nr-/Prigf{ey has endeavoured 
to repreſent them ;, eſpecially as ſome Ex- 
preſſſons of my own (not ſufficiently at- 
tended to, when the Work was reviſed for 
the Preſs) may have countenanced ſuch an 
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Opinion in a ſuperficial or captious Reader? 
But, when thus ſet to rights and explain - 
ed, I truſt they will give no Offence to any 
moderate and conſcientious Diſſenter; and 
that Dr. Prinſtiey himſelf, when he comes 
to re-conſider his Remarks. will with thay 
kad beet written leſs haſtily, and had; of 
courſe been more agreeable to Jung an 
well wg ON patent SER 
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